This paper contributes to the existing literature on media content and asset prices by analyzing the relationship between the adoption of media guidance and a person's propensity to buy stocks. We provide empirical evidence on this relationship while controlling for a broad range of individual characteristics and preferences. The approach is based on a recent study that suggests that investors are characterized by limited attention and use media as a heuristic when deciding which assets to buy. In line with this view, it turns out that the link between media guidance and the propensity of individuals to buy stocks is extremely robust. However, our results contradict previous findings insofar as this relationship is not moderated by a person's degree of attention allocation to investment aspects. As the literature shows stocks with media coverage to underperform those without coverage, we conclude that the adoption of this heuristic can be very costly to investors. 
Introduction
Many individual investors spend a considerable amount of time and money learning about promising investment opportunities from various information sources, such as media, colleagues, brokers and family members (e.g., Lease, Lewellen & Schlarbaum, 1974) . At first glance, such behavior might seem wasteful and without impact on asset prices as informationally efficient financial markets prevent this strategy from earning superior returns.
Indeed, it turns out that the group of individual investors actually loses money trading (Odean, 1999; Barber & Odean, 2000 , 2001 . However, we continue to see empirical evidence on the impact of media content on stock prices (e.g., Fang & Peress, 2009; Fehle, Tsyplakov & Zdorovtsov, 2005; Huberman & Regev, 2001; Tetlock, 2007) . In particular, the expansion of media coverage of business news was previously named by Shiller (2000) as one of the factors that "propelled the market bubble" (Bhattacharya & Yu, 2008) .
In spite of this well-documented relationship between media content and stock prices on an aggregate level and its great economic relevance, surprisingly little empirical work has been carried out on the individual level. Furthermore, we are currently unaware of any study analyzing the connection between the adoption of media guidance and a person's propensity to buy stocks. This paper contributes to the existing literature by providing what we believe to be the first empirical evidence on this relationship while controlling for a broad range of individual characteristics and preferences. We document that the relationship between media guidance and the propensity of individuals to buy stocks is extremely robust. However, our results contradict previous findings insofar as this relationship is not moderated by a person's degree of attention allocation to investment aspects.
The theoretical approach within this paper follows Barber & Odean (2008) , who adopt the view that investor attention is scarce and that individuals rely on attention-grabbing events to shrink the set of potential investment choices when contemplating which stocks to buy. Using media content as a guide to making investments thus serves as a decision heuristic in the presence of limited attention. In line with this argument, individual investors have been found to be net buyers of stocks appearing on the news 1 . This paper puts these findings under scrutiny. The empirical strategy differs from previous studies in its use of survey data, which are particularly suited for this type of analysis as only questionnaires contain a rich set of personal information with respect to behavioral patterns of which the individuals themselves may be unaware. It permits testing of a broad range of theoretical predictions in a naturalistic environment. The fact that a finite amount of attention is a salient feature of all human beings, and individual investors in particular, has important consequences for the design of our questionnaire and data set. In particular, it permits us to rely on a student sample with more than 300 observations. Furthermore, it leads us to combine current non-investors and investors within our sample (see also below).
Our empirical analysis begins by testing whether media guidance has any impact on a person's propensity to buy stocks. For a rational investor who believes in the efficient market, the media guidance should not have an impact on the propensity to buy stocks.. In this case, the investor should not base investment decisions on published media content as this should already be reflected in prices. Thus, a person's propensity to buy stocks should not be influenced by the adoption of media guidance (H1). The empirical results clearly reject this hypothesis.
2 To determine whether this result is in line with the notion of a decision heuristic for investors with limited attention, we first test the robustness of this effect. Media guidance 1 The reader should note the difference between their research question and ours. Whereas Barber & Odean (2008) are concerned with stock characteristics (i.e., the presence of attention-grabbing events) and buying behavior, we are interested in the (general) relationship between media guidance and a person's propensity to buy. 2 The reader should note that this finding does not imply that financial markets are not information efficient. It just implies that individuals within our sample do not behave as if they believed in informationally efficient markets, but these markets may nevertheless be efficient.
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should remain statistically significant independent of any controls on investors' backgrounds,
i.e., personal preferences and/or financial experience (H2), because a certain degree of limited attention is a salient feature of all human beings, which renders the adoption of a decision heuristic advantageous. Our results support the hypothesis. Our findings also show that the influence of alternative attention-grabbing information resources (friends, banks, family, coworkers, teachers) on a person's propensity to buy is positive (H3a, H3b).
Although Barber & Odean (2008) acknowledge the possibility that additional attentiongrabbing resources may impact individual trading behavior, they suggest that media is the most efficient resource insofar as "an attention-grabbing event is likely to be reported in the news. Investors' attention could be attracted through other means, such as chat rooms or word of mouth, but an event that attracts the attention of many investors is usually newsworthy" (p.
3). This leads us to test whether the impact from media guidance is indeed larger than the impact from any other information resource (H4). This hypothesis tends to be supported by the data, although the statistical significance is only at the 10% level.
In an important extension of previous studies, we also test whether individuals who follow financial information in print media on a regular basis exhibit a different propensity to buy stocks (H5) 3 . Based on a subsample for all regular newspaper readers of the finance and/or economics section, we find that media guidance becomes relatively more important than alternative information resources, which supports the hypothesis. This result provides the first evidence supporting a dynamic view of the media heuristic and reveals its self-enforcing impact through increased exposure over time.
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To test the previous explanation in the literature that various degrees of attention limitation explain different trading patterns across groups, we construct an ex-ante distinction between individuals who allocate differing degrees of attention to investment tasks; almost by definition, this can be achieved by combining current non-investors and investors within our sample. Note that there may be variation in current non-investors' propensity to buy stocks;
all that is known from the data is that their threshold level that triggers buying decisions has not been exceeded so far, but the extent to which this is true is unobserved. We adopt a sample selection model to make the effects comparable for these two groups of individuals. In line with the existing empirical evidence by Barber & Odean (2008) , we hypothesize that the impact of media on investors should be smaller than its impact on current non-investors (H6)
had they become investors and relied on media guidance, as the latter devote less attention and time to investment decisions. The associated empirical findings clearly reject this hypothesis, rendering the media heuristic surprisingly robust.
The results of our paper are related to a variety of bodies of literature, such as the literature on inattention in finance (Barber & Odean, 2008; Cohen & Frazzini, 2009; DellaVigna & Pollet, 2009; Dyck & Zingales, 2003; Fehle, Tsyplakov & Zdorovtsov, 2005; Hirshleifer & Teoh, 2003; Hong & Stein, 1999; Huberman & Regev, 2001; Peng & Xiong, 2006) and economics (Falkinger, 2007 (Falkinger, , 2008 Gabaix et al., 2006) , as well as the literature on the relationship between media coverage and asset pricing (Tetlock, 2007; Fang & Peress, 2009) . From this perspective, our key findings are that (1) the connection between media content as a heuristic in the presence of limited attention and individual propensity to buy stocks is very robust, even to varying degrees of personal attention allocation for investments, and (2) its relative impact is increasing with media exposure over time. By connecting these results to the empirical literature on the relationship between media coverage and asset pricing, it is revealed that the adoption of this heuristic can be extremely costly to individuals because stocks with media coverage underperform those without coverage (Fang & Peress, 2009 ).
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The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Section 2 reviews the most relevant literature and formulates testable predictions. The data and methodology are discussed in Section 3. In Section 4, the corresponding empirical results are presented and alternative explanations considered. Conclusions are given in the final section.
Related Literature and Hypotheses

Rational Investors and Media Content
This section discusses two alternative views of why media content should not affect the behavior of rational investors in the first place: namely, the traditional literature on informationally efficient markets and the more recent literature on the noninformation content of media.
For a long time, researchers held the view that financial markets are informationally efficient (Fama, 1970) . The assumption was that market prices reflect most available (historical and public but not private) information about the underlying fundamental value and that returns, given today's available information, are unpredictable. As a result, it is not possible to earn superior returns from, e.g., print media information because this is only published a day after it has become known to the market.
Since then, however, empirical findings have questioned the informational efficiency of financial markets 4 , leading researchers to reconsider the relationship between news coverage and asset prices. Tetlock (2007) analyzes the relationship between content in the Wall Street Journal's (WSJ) column ''Abreast of the Market'' and market behavior, finding ''that statistical tests reject [...] the hypothesis that media content is a sideshow with no relation to asset markets'' (p.1140). He finds (i) high levels of media pessimism to robustly predict downward 9 market pressure on market prices, which is resolved over subsequent days, (ii) that unusually high or low levels of media pessimism forecast high market trading volume, and (iii) that low market returns lead to high media pessimism. Altogether, his findings suggest that measures of media content serve as a proxy for investor sentiment or noninformational trading.
Based on these branches in the literature, we formulate the following hypothesis regarding the overall impact of media usage on stock purchasing decisions. 
Limited Attention
This section discusses the concept of limited attention and explains how it may lead to a connection between media content and stock prices.
Limited attention and its impact on human behavior have long been studied in the psychological literature (e.g., Pashler & Johnston, 1998) . Cohen & Frazzini (2008) summarize the field's findings as follows: "this literature suggests that individuals have a difficult time processing many tasks at once. Attention is a scarce cognitive resource and attention to one task necessarily requires a substitution of cognitive resources from other tasks (Kahneman, 1973) . Given the vast amount of information available and their limited cognitive capacity, investors may choose to select only a few sources of salient information."
Following the psychological literature, financial researchers framed the concept of investor inattention. In particular, Merton (1987) Therefore, investors are insufficiently diversified and demand a premium for taking on idiosyncratic risk. This premium causes the stock's required rate of return to depend on its ownership structure. In the IRH setting, if a company achieves increased visibility and thereby increases its investor base, there should be a decrease in the cost of capital and a simultaneous increase in the stock's market value". We emphasize, however, that this "rational investment aspect" due to a change in cost of capital is in conflict with the shortterm reversal of media impact, as documented by Tetlock (2007) .
More recent studies in the field of investor attention in finance include Cohen & Frazzini (2008) , DellaVigna & Pollet (2008) , Dyck & Zingales (2003) , Hirshleifer & Teoh (2003) , Hong & Stein (1999) , Peng & Xiong (2006) , Huberman & Regev (2001) and Barber & Odean (2008) , of which we will discuss the latter two in more detail. Huberman & Regev (2001) were among the first to show that newspaper content can affect stock prices even if the content does not provide genuine information. They studied the case of EntreMed, a biopharmaceutical company that develops multi-mechanism drugs for the treatment of cancer and inflammatory diseases. The authors revealed that EntreMed's stock price soared after the re-release of information in the New York Times that had already been published in Nature and the New York Times itself five months earlier. The main difference between the two Times articles lay in their relative positioning in the newspaper: whereas the first article had been located somewhere inside the paper, the second appeared on the front page. Thus, the authors conclude investor attention to be a driving force behind this result.
Recently, Barber & Odean (2008) have shown that investors' stock purchasing behavior can be associated with attention-grabbing events. They argue that limited attention only affects individual investors' purchasing decisions because they are usually not allowed to short sell stocks. They regard limited attention to be less of a problem for institutional investors as it is their profession to invest money, which means that more attention is shifted to investment decisions in general. Based on a large data set with information on individual and institutional investors, they show that individual investors tend to be net buyers on high attention days by using three different proxies for attention, namely (i) a stock's appearance in the day's news,
(ii) extreme returns, and (iii) unusually high trading volume. The impact of such events is smaller for institutional investors. The positive impact of attention-grabbing events on buying behavior is not restricted to positive attention-grabbing events but also includes negative events.
Regarding the role of news, the authors state that "An attention-grabbing event is likely to be reported in the news. Investors' attention could be attracted through other means, such as chat rooms or word of mouth, but an event that attracts the attention of many investors is usually newsworthy" (p. 3).
As limited attention can be assumed to be a common feature of all human beings, we formulate the following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 3b: Alternative information resources (family, friends, banks, colleagues) that investors may use as heuristics in the presence of limited attention increase investors'
propensity to buy stocks.
Hypothesis 4: As the media is, of all information resources, the most likely to contain attention-grabbing events, it will increase investors' propensity to buy stocks more than any other information resource.
We further extend previous studies through the incorporation of two additional important
aspects. First, we analyze the impact of regular media exposure on a person's propensity to buy stocks, which provides a first treatment of the dynamic aspects of the media heuristic over time. Regular media exposure facilitates the individual's access to attention-grabbing events while considerably reducing the complexity of the investment decision. Under this scenario, we expect regular media exposure to increase a person's propensity to buy.
Hypothesis 5a: Given limited investor attention, regular media exposure to financial information will increase an individual's propensity to buy stocks.
On the other hand, regular exposure to attention-grabbing events might enlarge a person's set of potential investments, which would again exacerbate the problem of limited attention. If this set gets too large, individuals might suffer from the complexity of the investment task and buy less often.
Hypothesis 5b: Given limited investor attention, regular media exposure to financial information will decrease a person's propensity to buy stocks.
We are also interested in testing the explanation that individual differences in the influence of the attention-grabbing heuristic can be attributed to investors' differing degrees of attention allocation. Therefore, we combine observations of current non-investors, who -by definition -should be less interested in investment decisions -and investors, for whom financial mistakes due to inattention are more costly. Based on the existing evidence, we expect the impact of the media on the propensity to buy stocks to be lower for investors than for current non-investors had they become active investors and relied on media guidance. 5 Thus, we formulate:
Hypothesis 6: The marginal effect of media usage on the propensity to buy stocks is smaller in the investor sample.
Testing this hypothesis therefore amounts to an indirect test of the plausibility of the authors' explanation for the finding that institutional traders seem to be less affected by the media heuristic than individual investors.
Individual Trading Behavior
This last section illustrates why a detailed analysis of the relationship between media usage and an individual's propensity to buy stocks needs to control for personal investment preferences, i.e., a person's investment motives and preferred asset classes, gender, financial experience, and income.
Two of the first studies on individual trading behavior were presented by Lease, Lewellen & Schlarbaum (1974) and Lewellen, Lease & Schlarbaum (1977) . Based on a combination of survey data and information on personal trading activity with a large national retail brokerage house, Lewellen et al. (1977) reported that ''strong indications of systematic changes in investment objectives and risk preferences across age brackets -and, to milder extent income classes [...] . These are mirrored in differences in investment tactics, portfolio composition, and environmental attitudes'' (p. 320).
In addition, the authors present evidence ''that men spend more time and money on security analysis, rely less on their brokers, make more transactions, believe that returns are more 14 highly predictable, and anticipate higher possible returns than do women'' (see Barber & Odean, 2001; p. 265) . Barber & Odean (2001) associate these findings with the notion that men tend to be more overconfident than women. Combining evidence from the economics and psychological literatures, they motivate gender as a natural choice for separating more overconfident and less overconfident investors from each other. Based on data from a large brokerage firm, they find that (i) men trade more often than women and (ii) men reduce their expected utility by excessive trading more than women do.
But gender also proxies for an individual's risk attitude: As mentioned by Eckel & Grossman (2008) , women are also less likely to engage in risky behavior. In the context of investment decisions made by females, '' women are found to choose less risky investment portfolios than men [...] , and to have a lower propensity towards financial risk than men.''
Further, individual financial experience is an important factor influencing investment behavior. For example, studying the link between past initial public offering (IPO) returns and future subscriptions at the investor level in Finland, Kaustia & Knuepfer (2008) found strong empirical evidence that past successes increase an individual's propensity to subscribe to new IPOs in the future. As a theoretical basis for their findings, the authors rely on the theory of reinforcement learning (RLT). This theory can be contrasted with more traditional rational models of learning, e.g., Bayesian belief-learning, insofar as the first predicts ''that personally experienced outcomes have a greater effect on behavior than, say, just reading about the same information without personal involvement'' (Kaustia & Knuepfer, 2008; p. 2679) .
Based on this literature review, we conclude that the relationship between media usage and an individual's propensity to buy stocks may be affected by a person's investment motives, preferred asset classes, gender, financial experience, and income. Note that most investors within our sample are men (see section 3.1), who have been found to be more overconfident than women. As overconfident individuals trade more often and believe more in their personal capabilities, the relationship between media usage (likely to be deemed unnecessary by overconfident individuals) and buying behavior might well be weaker in such samples. Not controlling for investor gender might thus result in omitted variable bias. Similar arguments can be constructed for the other groups of regressors.
Data and Methodology
Data
Our empirical analysis is based on survey data from a questionnaire that was distributed in
2008. The sample consists of 479 students from various fields of study. Based on the insights from our literature review, we collected information on stock market activity, stock market tenure, preferred asset classes, trading motives, personal education, income, age and gender from each participant. A detailed overview of the relevant survey questions and the corresponding variable names and values can be found in Table A .1 in Appendix I.
Obviously, not all of these variables can be obtained from all individuals. For example, information on recent stock purchases is only available for participants who are active on the stock market. Therefore, in Table 1 we present descriptive statistics separately for active investors and current non-investors. Table 1 reveals that more than half (55%) of our investing individuals had made stock purchasing decisions in the previous two months. Moreover, the average trader in our sample relies on three different information resources, trades on the stock exchange for two different reasons and invests in two to three different asset classes.
-Insert Table 1 about here -
The average active time on the stock market is three to four years, which lowers the likelihood that an individual first became an active investor through the purchasing decision made in the previous two months. In fact, out of those individuals exhibiting stock market tenures of less than one year, only 9% had made stock purchases in the previous two months.
Thus, we are confident that the variables ACTIVE STX (which measures whether the individual is currently an investor on the stock market) and STX2MONTHS (which indicates whether the individual made stock purchases in the last two months) refer to different situations for individual investors.
During their active time on the stock market, investors have, on average, had some successful and unsuccessful experiences, as reflected in the mean amounts of money won (2.5) and lost (2.7).
More than 50% of the investors classified their investment style as rather risky: on a seven item scale, roughly 53% chose an investment type of 3 or below, which is also reflected in an average value of about 3.5 in Table 1 .
Economic and/or financial education was found to be a common characteristic of investors.
While about 84% of active investors had previously taken financial courses at the university, economics students accounted for roughly 80% of traders. Graduate or master's degree students accounted for 59% of investing individuals.
Finally, Table 1 reveals that a large majority of traders were male (84%), on average 24 years old and had a monthly income of 1,500 -2,499 Swiss Francs.
Comparing these values to the average individual within the total sample, one can see that active investors had a slightly higher income, tended to be mostly males, economics students, graduate or master's degree students, and had more often taken financial courses at the university. All of these results seem intuitively plausible.
Methodology
Recall that we want to compare the impact of media on the propensity of individuals to buy stocks for investors and current non-investors. This requires us to adopt a sample selection model because there may be variation in the propensity of current non-investors to buy stocks.
However, all that is observable from the data is that their threshold level that triggers buying decisions has not been exceeded so far -the extent to which this is true is unobserved. The problem thus is that although the two groups of individuals have varying propensities to buy stocks, which are of interest to us, the buying activity is only observed for investing individuals. Therefore, estimating the impact of media guidance on the propensity to buy stocks on a pure investor sample might not give us a value relevant to a current non-investor had he become an investor and used the media for investment guidance because individuals clearly self-select into investors and current non-investors. It seems likely that the probability that a person is an active investor is affected by his unobserved characteristics, which also influence his trading frequency. Technically, the unobserved factors determining active investor status in the stock market and trading in the past two months may well be correlated with media usage and each other and thus may alter the estimated effect of media guidance. It is by virtue of the adoption of a sample selection model that we can take this interrelation into account. Let us briefly explain the underlying idea behind this estimation approach 6 :
Adjusting the notation slightly to fit our empirical setting, the basic structure of a bivariate sample selection model (also called a Type 2 Tobit Model by Amemiya, 1985) comprises a participation equation that denotes whether an individual is currently active on the stock exchange or not:
and a resultant binary outcome equation that takes the value 1 if the individual purchased any stocks in the previous two months and zero otherwise: Following the standard approach in the literature, we specify and as follows:
where and may be interpreted as an individual's propensities to invest in financial markets generally and to buy stocks, respectively. The crucial part here is that we want to allow for correlation between and . Heckman (1976 proposed a two-step estimator for this estimation problem and derived its asymptotic distribution. 7 The intuition behind his estimator, based on all individuals within our sample, is to first estimate the probability for an individual to belong to the group of investors. In the second step, this estimated probability is entered as an additional right-hand side variable for equation (2), which can then be estimated by OLS. For the problem at hand, the adoption of this estimation procedure thus corresponds to the specification of a linear probability model (LPM) that adjusts for sample selection 8 .
Following our literature review from section 2, we model a person's propensity to become an investor, , as a function of the individual's gender (motivated by Barber & Odean, 2001) , age, monthly income (both motivated by Lewellen et al., 1977) , education (economics students and participants from financial courses may be more confident about their knowledge) and investment motives (traders might in general be less risk averse), i.e.,:
,
where MOTIVES' is a row vector containing all investment motives displayed in Table 1 , except for ''BE PRESENT AT MARKET'', which serves as the reference category within our
estimations.
An individual's propensity to buy stocks is explained by the media heuristic, other information resources available to that investor (more resources might lead to better informed traders), investment motives (more motives might lead to more opportunities that appear 7 For a more detailed analysis of sample selection models, see also Heckman (1990) . The interested reader is also referred to Greene (2003) and the references therein. 8 We are aware of the existence of the probit model with sample selection as introduced by Van de Ven & Van Praag (1981) . However, we prefer the LPM because it is computationally more robust in connection with bootstrapped standard errors that adjust for clustering when the number of clusters and cluster sizes are small. For the computation of the LPM estimates, we choose the two-step procedure over the full maximum likelihood specification for the very same reason. The coefficients from the MLE model with cluster adjusted standard errors (see also below) are virtually identical to the ones from the LPM and are available from the authors upon request.
promising), preferred asset classes (individuals trading more asset classes might trade more often), financial experience (as motivated by Kaustia & Knüpfer (2008) ) and, again, income, age and gender: To determine whether individuals rely on media and other information resources as a heuristic in the presence of limited attention, we are primarily concerned with the influences of MEDIA and INFORESOURCES on STX2MONTHS, i.e., we want to know whether individuals trading on specific information resources are in general more likely to buy stocks. Table 3 summarizes our choice of elements for and in detail and displays reference groups.
-Insert Table 3 about here -
Regarding the calculation of standard errors, we adjust standard errors by clustering 9 . For data collection, we relied on 42 students to reach a stratified, random sample of students from different fields of study. It was required that at least 20% of the interviewed students had practical experience in the stock market. It might be that information that was collected by the same person is correlated. We view our sample as consisting of several groups, where each group can uniquely be identified by the person who collected the information.
Empirical Results
Findings
The core estimation results for the outcome equation are given in Table 4 10 .
-Insert Table 4 z 3 = 4.78; z 4 = 4.66 and z 5 = 4.48, respectively). Therefore, the results support H2, i.e., 10 For the interpretation of the marginal effects, the reader needs to keep in mind that we always control for an individual's total number of information resources considered; marginal effects on information resources thus do not refer to an increase in total information resources, but to a substitution between two information resources. For example, for an individual who relies on personal analysis only, the marginal effect on the media corresponds to a change from personal analysis to media information for investment guidance. The reader should note that we decided to drop the specifications including INCOME and AGE as these variables never turned out to be statistically significant in the outcome equation. Performing Wald tests, the null hypothesis of joint insignificance could not be rejected.
MEDIA remains statistically significant independent of any controls on investors'
backgrounds.
The results further support Hypothesis 3a by showing that MEDIA raises the stock buying propensity of individuals (p<0.01). One might be surprised that the impact of MEDIA on stock buying propensity increases across the different specifications (from 61% to 75%) in spite of the fact that the number of controls is rising. The additional controls lead de facto to a greater degree of homogeneity in the group under study. In Model 4, the impact of MEDIA on stock buying propensity (+73%) is based on the assumption that a person's investment motives and preferences and financial experiences are fixed. We also emphasize that the effect is very stable in models 2 to 5, suggesting that a person's decision to rely on MEDIA guidance is not correlated with his preferred asset classes, financial experience, and gender once his investment motives have been taken into account.
Hypothesis 3b stated that all other information resources that might be applied as a heuristic should also increase a person's propensity for stock purchases. Only for FAMILY, this hypothesis cannot be rejected (p<0.05 in all models). As for all other information resources, it seems as if their influence is inherently driven by certain characteristics of the individuals who choose to rely on them.
Our fourth hypothesis, H4, suggesting that the impact of MEDIA on the propensity to buy stocks is greater than the impacts of any other information resources that might serve as heuristics, is rejected for all Models. In each specification, slope equality for MEDIA and FAMILY cannot be rejected at the 5% level of significance, although a tendency toward statistical support for our hypothesis can be observed 11 .
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To test the impact of regular media exposure on an individual's propensity to buy stocks, we split our sample into two groups: individuals who regularly read the newspaper sections on finance and economics (econfinancesection=1) and individuals who do not (econfinancesection=0). The estimation results for regular readers are displayed in Panel B of Table 5 .
-Insert Table 5 about here -
In line with Hypothesis 5a, the impact of media guidance on a person's propensity to buy stocks is greater for regular readers than for the full sample, although this difference is not statistically significant at any customary level of significance. However, we find statistically significant changes with respect to the relative impacts of the various information resources:
for individuals who regularly read the newspaper sections on finance and economics, slope equality for FAMILY and MEDIA can clearly be rejected at a 5% level of significance (chi2(1) = 4.62). This suggests that regular media exposure leads to a self-reinforcing impact over time, as it increases the relative importance of MEDIA for the personal propensity to buy stocks.
Although not the main focus of our analysis, detailed information on the estimation results for the various control variables can be found in Table A .2. The main result is that the more information resources an individual uses, the less likely he is to buy stocks. A possible explanation might be finding contradictory information within different information resources or, perfectly in line with the view that information processing capabilities are limited, information overload.
-Insert Table A .2 about here -
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Finally, to test the hypothesis that MEDIA impacts investors less than individuals in general, we investigated how the specification of a standard linear probability model (LPM) without sample selection would have changed our empirical findings (see Tables 6 and A.4) .
-Insert Tables 6 and A.4 about here -
It is immediately apparent that we cannot reject coefficient equality for MEDIA across Tables   4 and 6 . In other words, it does not seem to be the case that MEDIA affects investors any differently from how current non-investors would have been affected had they decided to become investors. In light of our theoretical reasoning, this finding is somewhat surprising.
Note that it is also reflected in the non-rejection of statistical independence of our selection and outcome equations (in all models).
In sum, we emphasize that the result that MEDIA impacts the propensity to buy stocks in both models equally should be viewed as further support for the interpretation of MEDIA as a decision heuristic: because limited attention is a genuine characteristic of human beings, it seems to affect non-professional investors as much as currently non-investing (economic)
actors. Based on this evidence, it could be argued that the results of Barber & Odean (2008) for institutional and individual investors might also be caused by characteristics other than their differing amounts of attention allocation.
Alternative Explanations
Instead of viewing media impact as a decision heuristic in the presence of limited investor attention, several alternative theoretical explanations for our findings might come to the reader's mind. Within this section, we briefly comment on what we believe to be the most plausible explanations. 
Portfolio Management Following Tetlock (2007) or Fang & Peress (2009).
The study by Tetlock (2007) suggests that media pessimism can predict stock market returns. As a consequence, people might buy more often on pessimistic news. However, his trading strategy to exploit this finding neglects margin and capital requirements, which may significantly reduce its benefits for individual investors.
Recently, Fang & Peress (2009) studied the returns of stocks appearing on the news. They found "stocks with no media coverage to earn higher returns than stocks with high media coverage even after controlling for well-known risk factors." An immediate implication of this result is that investors should sell media-covered stocks to finance the purchase of non-covered stocks. As a result, we should find increased buying behavior for investors with media exposure because they buy uncovered stocks, not those that catch their attention.
However, this explanation suffers from the fact that it requires individual investors to short sell stocks with media coverage, which, as already mentioned by Barber & Odean (2008) Investors are already willing to buy and thus turn to media. This is perhaps the strongest objection to our findings. It suggests that the estimated effect of the media heuristic is overstated because only individuals who have already decided to purchase stocks refer to the media to decide which stocks to buy. Although this procedure is perfectly in line with the concept of media guidance as a decision heuristic, it would imply that our specification is subject to an omitted variable bias. However, based on the broad range of individual characteristics within our sample, it is hard to think of an influence factor that is correlated with the adoption of media as a heuristic but does not belong to any of our control groups 13 Within their dataset for investors of a large discount brokerage, only 0.30% of positions were short positions. 14 Recall that the average experience of the investors in our sample is 3-4 years.
(motives, preferred asset classes, risk tolerance, experience, and gender). Therefore, we are not too concerned about this argument.
Conclusion
Several empirical studies document that media content is an important influence factor for asset prices. However, much less is known about the reasons why investors rely on media guidance for investment purposes and, perhaps even more importantly, which individuals tend to turn to this information resource for guidance. A recent study suggests that media guidance serves as a decision heuristic for investors, who are characterized by limited cognitive resources. Limited attention is an immediate consequence of this assumption. In such a scenario, it may be appropriate for individuals to buy attention-grabbing stocks, e.g., those that appear on the news, to reduce the complexity of the investment task.
This paper puts this explanation under close scrutiny by incorporating a broad range of personal characteristics, such as investment motives, preferred asset classes, financial experience, and gender, into the econometric analysis. Based on a sample selection model, we
show that (i) media usage increases a person's propensity to buy stocks, (ii) media guidance tends to affect stock purchasing decisions more than any other information channel, (iii) this effect cannot be explained by individual investment preferences, e.g., risk attitudes or personal experience, and (iv) regular media exposure increases the relative importance of this information resource for the personal propensity to buy. In contrast to previous results, we find that the relation between media guidance and the propensity to buy stocks is robust to various degrees of attention allocation to investment tasks: investors are not less affected by this type of information than current non-investors (who may also be getting informed about investment opportunities, i.e., they too have certain propensities to buy stocks), in spite of the fact that attention should be a less scarce resource for investors when it comes to stock buying decisions because this group suffers more from losses due to inattention.
From a practical point of view, our results have several implications. First, they provide complementary support for previous findings on the impact of attention-grabbing events and subsequent stock price patterns for firms (Fehle, Tsyplakov & Zdorovtsov, 2005) . Such effects are larger for small investors, who are the main group of interest within our study. As shown by Nofsinger (2001) Some interesting questions emerge from our findings. First, the result that family guidance plays a comparably important role for many investors in our sample raises the question of whether media and family both derive their influence from the trust of those who follow their lead. A second question relates to the obvious non-existence of learning effects for investors.
This is a consequence of the result that investors with average investment experience of three to four years do not respond differently to media content than current non-investors would had they decided to become investors and use media guidance for investments.
Both of these findings could be rationalized if, for example, investors were unaware of the underperformance of media covered stocks, e.g., because they are satisfied with earning 29 positive returns on the chosen stocks and fail to consider whether higher returns could have been obtained from alternative investment strategies. This might be an additional consequence of the existence of investor inattention. In particular, it would give rise to a lock-in effect for individuals as once they decided to rely on media guidance, limited attention would hinder them from switching to more profitable decision heuristics. Considering such interactions of limited attention effects is therefore an interesting direction for future research and will help to validate the new findings from our analysis. Note: Estimation results were obtained from a linear probability model with sample selection. The selection equation determines whether an individual is invested in the stock exchange (Yes=1) and includes gender, investment motives, education, and monthly income as explanatory variables. The outcome equation determines whether an invested individual has purchased stocks in the previous two months (Yes =1). Displayed are marginal effects on an investor's propensity to have purchased stocks in the last two months. For the displayed dummy variables, marginal effects refer to a discrete change from 0 to 1. Standard errors, which have been adjusted for clustering and heteroskedasticity, are given in parentheses. * and ** denote statistical significance at the 5% and 1% levels, respectively. Note: Estimation results were obtained from a linear probability model (LPM) with sample selection. The selection equation determines whether an individual is invested in the stock exchange (Yes=1) and includes gender, investment motives, education, and monthly income as explanatory variables. The outcome equation determines whether an invested individual has purchased stocks in the previous two months (Yes=1). Displayed are marginal effects on an investor's propensity to have purchased stocks in the last two months. For the displayed dummy variables, marginal effects refer to a discrete change from 0 to 1. Standard errors, which have been adjusted for clustering and heteroskedasticity, are given in parentheses. * and ** denote statistical significance on the 5% and 1% levels, respectively. Note: Estimation results were obtained from a linear probability model (LPM) without sample selection. The estimation equation determines whether an invested individual has purchased stocks in the previous two months (Yes =1). Displayed are marginal effects on an investor's propensity to have purchased stocks in the last two months. For the displayed dummy variables, marginal effects refer to a discrete change from 0 to 1. Standard errors, which are based on 2000 nonparametric bootstrap replications and take clustering in the data into account, are given in round brackets, and square brackets contain cluster-adjusted standard errors from Stata's cluster command. * and ** denote statistical significance on the 5% and 1% levels based on bootstrapped standard errors, respectively. Note: Estimation results were obtained from a probit model with sample selection. The selection equation determines whether an individual is invested in the stock exchange (Yes=1) and includes gender, investment motives, education, and monthly income as explanatory variables. The outcome equation determines whether an invested individual has purchased stocks in the previous two months (Yes =1). Displayed are marginal effects on an investor's propensity to have purchased stocks in the last two months. For the displayed dummy variables, marginal effects refer to a discrete change from 0 to 1. Standard errors, which are based on 2000 nonparametric bootstrap replications and take clustering in the data into account, are given in parentheses. * and ** denote statistical significance on the 5% and 1% levels, respectively. Note: Estimation results were obtained from a linear probability model with sample selection. The selection equation determines whether an individual is invested in the stock exchange (Yes=1) and includes gender, investment motives, education, and monthly income as explanatory variables. The outcome equation determines whether an invested individual has purchased stocks in the previous two months (Yes=1). Displayed are marginal effects on an investor's propensity to have purchased stocks in the last two months. For the displayed dummy variables, marginal effects refer to a discrete change from 0 to 1. Standard errors, which have been adjusted for clustering and heteroskedasticity, are given in parentheses. * and ** denote statistical significance on the 5% and 1% levels, respectively. Note: Estimation results were obtained from a linear probability model (LPM) without sample selection. The estimation equation determines whether an invested individual has purchased stocks in the previous two months (Yes =1). Displayed are marginal effects on an investor's propensity to have purchased stocks in the last two months. For the displayed dummy variables, marginal effects refer to a discrete change from 0 to 1. Standard errors, which are based on 2000 nonparametric bootstrap replications and take clustering in the data into account, are given in parentheses. * and ** denote statistical significance on the 5% and 1% levels, respectively.
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